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REMARKS 

The Applicants do not believe that examination of the foregoing 
amendment will introduce new matter into the present applicadon for iaventlon. 
Therefore, the Applicant, respectfully, requests that the above amendment be entered in 
and that the claims to the present application^ kindly» be roconsidez^d* 

The Office Action dated June 16, 2005 has been received and consider^ 
by the Applicants. Claims 1 -21 are pending in the present application for invention. 
Claims 1-4 and fr2 1 are rejected by the June 16, 2005 Office Action. The Examiner 
objects to claim 5 as being dependent upon a rejected claim but is otherwise stated as 
being allowable. 

The Office Action a<u;ert$ that the rejected claims recite "deriving" by the 
reading device and "deriving'* of a fost characteristic can be defmed as obtaining from a 
specified 5;ource« The Applicants would like to draw the Ex^iner's attention to the 
following fects that should be applied to the subject matter defined by the claims to the 
present invention. These facts are as stated by the Examiner on page 2 of the last office 
action dated Jime 1 6, 2005. Hie physical or control signal representing the watermark w 
compared with the derived watermark signal from the decoder. The Applicants, 
rcspectfiiUy point out that, widiin Linnartzetal., Ae physical mark is not transmitted by 
the reader. Furthermore, within Linnartz et al„ the hash signal is transmitted by the 
reader. The decoder^ within Liimartz et al.. does not transmit a hash signal. Therefore, 
the claims have been modified by the foregoing amendment to clearly distinguish the 
subject matter defined by the rejected claims ftom the teachings of Lisflaite^gLfiL 

The OfiBcc Action rejects Claims 7, 8 and 12-21 imder the provisions of 
35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as being anticapted by PCT WO 99/1 1064 issued to Linnartz et al. 
(hereinaAer referred to as Linnnrtz et al.l 

Rcgardii^ Claim 7, the rejection asserts that TJonartz, et al. disclose the 
limitations associated with a method of exchanging copy protection infbrmatlon 
regarding an information carrying medium between a reading and application device. 
Specifically, the rejection asserts that the rejected claims recite **deriving" by the reading 
device and "deriving'* of a first characteristic can be defmed as obtaining firom a specified 
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source. The foregoing amendment to the claims has modified Claim 7 to clearly define 
subject matter for the cootcot of Information to be information that is contained on the 
information carrying medium. Accordingly, the comparison of the first and second 
characteristics of the content of inforaiation relates to a comparison of charactcrisrics of 
content that Is contained on the information carrying medium. The Applicants would like 
to draw the Examiner's attention to the following fiicts as stated by the Examiner on page 
2 of the Office Action. The physical or control signal representing the watermark is 
compared with the derived wateratiark signal from the decoder. The Applicants, 
rcspectfiilly point out that, within Lionartz et al.. the physical mark is not transmitted by 
the reader. Furthermore, wiihin Linoarta et al.. the hash signal is transmitted by the 
reader. The decoder, within Linnartz et al.. does not transmit a h^sh signal. Additionally, 
the signatures are not characteristics of the content of information that is contained on the 
information cairying medium within Linnartaeral Therefore^ it is not possible for the 
comparison within Limiartzetal. to be a comparison of the first and second 
charecteristics as defined by Claim 7. Accordingly, Claim 7, as amended, clearly 
distinguishes over the teachings of Linnartzetal. 

Regarding Claim 8, the rejection asserts that I Jnnartz et al. disclose the 
subject matter defined by rejected Claim 8. Tlie foregoing amendment to the claims has 
modified Claim 8 to clearly identify that the content of infonnation is information 
contained on the infoimation canying medium. There is no disclosure or suggestion 
within IwPmartz;etal. deriving first and second characteristic ftom content coittained on 
the information canying medium and comparing the fiist and second characteristics for a 
match. The physical or Control signal representing the watermark is compared with the 
derived watermark signal fiom the decoder. The Applicants, respectfully point out tbat 
within I^innart:^etal., the physical mark is not transmitted by the reader. Furthermore, 
within I^innartz et g^, the hash signal is transmitted by the reader. The decoder, within 
Liqnailzetal., does not transmit a hash signal. Additionally, the signatures an not 
characteristics of the content of infonnation that is contained on the infoimation canying 
medium witiiin Linnartzetal. Therefore, it is not possible for the comparison within 
L innarta et al. to be a comparison of the first and second characteristics as defined by 
Claim 8. Accordingly, Claim 8, as amended, clearly distinguishes over the teachings of 
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Linna Tt7 et ai. 

Regarding Claims 12-13, the rejection asserts that Linnartzetal. disclose 
the subject matter defined by Ckim 1 2 and 1 3. Th^ foregoing amendment to the claims 
has modiHed Claim 12 to define subject matter that clearly identifies that a first 
characteristic is derived from the content of information from the fiist sou«:e. Amended 
Claim 1 2 further defines that a second characteristic is received from a difiercnt source 
and a comparison determines whether the first and second characteristics match. The 
Applicants, respectfiiliy, submit that this amendment clearly distinguishes the subject 
matter defmed by Claim 1 2 from the teachings of Linnartz et al, 

Claiml 3 has been amended to ftirther defme that the first and second 
characteristics are derived from the content of information on a record cairier. There is 
no disclosure, or suggestion, within Unnart^ctft^, for deriving characteristics from 
content on a record and determining by comparison if the first and second characteristics 
match. Therefore, the Applicants, respectfully, assert that Claim 13 is allowable over the 
teachings of Linnartzet al. 

Regarding Claims 14-16. (he Hxaminer states that Linnartz et al. disclose 
the subject matter of Claims 1 4-16. Claim U has been amended to define subject mntter 
for the deriving of a first chaiactcristic fiom a first portion of a first information signal in a 
first apparatus and comparing the first and second characteristics to determine if 
transmission should by stopped. The AppUcanbrespectliilly submit that there is no 
disclosure or suggestion for deriving a first characterisUc from a first portion of a fi«t 
information signal and comparing the first and second characteristics to determine if 
Iransmission should by stopped by ^innartzetal- Thensforp, (he Applicants, lespectfiilJy. 
submit that Claim 14 is allowable over Linnaitz et al 

Claim 15 depends from Clahn 14 and is believed to be allowable for that 

reason. 

Claim 16 has been amended to clearly define tat the first and second 
portions are read fiom a record carried. Limiartz et al. do not disclose or suggest first 
and second characteristics that are derived from portions contained on a record carrier 
and compared to determine if transmission should be slipped. Therefore, Claim 16 is are 
believed to be allowable. 
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Regarding Claim 17, the rejectioii asserts that Linnaiftz et al. disclose the subject 
matter of Claim 17 and 18. Tlic foregoing amendnient has modified Claim 17 to define receiving 
a content of information from a first source and deriving a first chaiacteiistic from the content of 
inforrrtation, a second characteristic received fiom a second source, and a comparison tfiat 
determines if the second chamctcristic matches the first characteristic. Linnartz ct al, do not 
disclose or suggest comparing first and second characteristics that are derived irom the content 
of information. 

Regarding Claim 18^ fhe forgoing ameodment has modified Claim 18 to clearly 
define that the first source is a record carrier that contains tihe content of intbrmation, the second 
source derives the second characteristic from the content of information a comparison to determine 
iflfae second characteristic matches the first characteristic. Liimartz et aL do not disclose or 
suggest comparing first and second characteristics that are derived from the content of 
information of a record carrier. 

Regarding Claim 19, the rejection asserts that this claim is anticipated by Linnartz 
et aJ. Claim 19 has been amended to define a tlrst receiver for receiving a portion of information 
and deriving a first cbaracterisdc from the portion of information and comparing the first 
characteristic >vith the second characteristic and for terminating transmission of fiirther portions of 
the information depending un die comparison. Linnartz ct al, do not disclose or suggest 
comparing first and second characteristics that are derived &om the portion of information. 

Regarding Claim 20» the rejection asserts that this claim is anticipated by Lipnartz 
etal> Claim 20 has been amended to define the first receiver is an infoimatioTi carrier reader 
containing the portion of information and the second receiver receives an electronic signal and the 
second characteristic is derived from of the portion of the information using encryption. Linnartz 
et aL do not disclose or suggest comparing first and second characteristics that are derived from 
the content of information of a record carrier. 

Regarding Claim 21, the rejection asserts that Claim 21 is anticipated by Tnpnartz 
et aL . Claim 21 has been ametnled to define that the transmitter that transmits a content of 
information contamed on a storage device and derives a first characteristic from the content of 
infoitnaUon. The receiver after amendment derives a second characteristic from a portion of the 
transmitted information and transmits the chaiact^istic^ and the transmitter fiirtfaer is defined lor 
comparing the first characteristic to the second characteristic to determine if the characteristics 
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match* Linpflrtz et al. do not disclose or suggest comparing first and second characteristics that 
are derived from the coateat of information of a storage device. 

The Office Action Claims 1-4, 6 and 9-11 are rejected binder the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §l03(a) as being obvious over Linnartz et al. in view of U.S. Patent No, 5,915,027 issued 
to Cox et aL (hereinafter referred to as Cox et aL 

The rejected have been modified by the tbregomg amendment to clearly 
define subject matter for tiie content of infoimation to be infoimation tbiat is contained on a 
record carrier. Accordingly, the comparison of the first and second characteristics of the 
content of infoimation relates to a comparisoh of characteristics of content that is wntsintd 
on the information carrying medium. The Applicants^ respectfully point put that, within 
Linnartz et al» the physical mark is not transmitted by the reader. Furthermore, witbin 
Linnartz et aL , the hash signal is transmitted by the reader. The decoder, within Linnartz 
et aL . does not transmit a hash signal. Additionally, the signatures arc not characteristics 
of the content of intbnnation that is contained on the information cany iug medium within 
Linnartz et al. Therefore, it is not possible for the comparison within Linnartz etal. to be 
a comparison of the first and second characteristics as defined by the rejected claims. 
The foregou^; subject matter is not taught or suggest by C p ^ jj et al. Thcaiefore, the claims 
as amended are believed to be allowable. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents* publications, or other 



information not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would be 
required under 37 C.F.R. 1 .99, 



in view of tiie foregoing amendment and remarics, the Applicant believes that the 



present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully, 



Please address all coirespondence for this application to: 
Michael E. Belk, Senicfr TntEllectual Property Counsel 
Philips Intellectual Property A Standards 
Philips Electronics N,A» Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

Briarclitf Manor, NY 10510-8001 USA 
(914)333-9643, 



CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION 
T hereby cvriify that this conespondexiee 
is being tran^tted on this date via 

&csimile tranmiasioii to (57 1 ) 273-8300 AMD addressed to: 
Mail Slop: Ameodment 
COMNflSSlONEK OF PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Date of Transnussion: September 16. 2005 



requested. 




Jain«9 D. Leimbaicb 

Patent Attorney Reg. No. 34^74 
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